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Introductions

Supervisor Glover

County Staff

Consultant Team Members



What are we trying to accomplish?

1. Describe the need for 
improvements in the corridor

2. Describe the impacts of a reduction 
of San Pablo Ave travel lanes

3. Illustrate potential concepts for the 
corridor



Project Background



Study Background

Today
• Contra Costa County has received a Priority Development Area (PDA) 

Planning Grant through the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA)
• Approximately 12-month study, began in August 2015

Source: USGS (April 1948)



Study Background

Source: ABAG

Study Corridor

Bay Trail
• Began in 1989
• 68% complete (340 miles)
• 500 miles planned
• A joint collaboration of:

• 9 counties
• 47 cities

• Key segments near San Pablo Ave 
study area:

• Carquinez Bridge (to north)
• Shoreline Park (to south)

• Lone Tree Point segment feasibility 
study completed in December 2015

Source: Wikipedia user Lauraat



Study Background

Source: ABAG

Study Corridor

Bay Trail



Study Background



Study Background

Objective
• Incorporate pedestrian and bicycle facilities on San Pablo Avenue 

between Rodeo and Crockett (none exist today)
• Close an existing gap in the Bay Trail

The Opportunity
• San Pablo Ave is four-lanes with excess capacity
• Opportunity to convert one lane to a pedestrian/bicycle facility
• Improve safety for all road users

Source: Google Maps
San Pablo Ave: looking south towards Refinery Rd



Study Background

Source: Google Maps
San Pablo Ave: looking south towards Cummings Skywa y

Study Deliverables
• Identification of a preferred alternative to qualify for additional funding

Guiding Principles
• Provide a safe, comfortable experience for all users (including trucks)
• Engage the community to understand users
• Minimize impacts of improvements



Complete Streets 101



Complete Street Concept
What are complete streets?

• “Complete streets are streets for everyone.  They are designed and operated to 
enable safe access for all users, including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, and 
transit riders of all ages and abilities.” - National Complete Streets Coalition

• Improve safety, health, economy, and environment.
• No singular design prescription.  Each is unique and responds to community 

context; may include sidewalks, bike lanes, bus lanes, curb extensions, narrow 
travel lanes, roundabouts, etc.

Source: Charlotte Department of Transportation



Types of Bicycle and Shared Use Facility Types

Bike Lanes

San Rafael, CA

Buffered Bike Lanes

Cycle Track

Baldwin Park, CA

Portland, OR

Shared Use Path

Tappan Zee Bridge, Hudson Valley, NY



Local Examples – Buffered Bike Lane

City of San Francisco

Market Street

Source: Google Street View



Local Examples – Shared Use Path

Point Richmond Trails

Canal Blvd Trail

Source: Google Street View



Local Examples – Cycle Track

City of Alameda

Shoreline Dr Trails

Source: Google Street ViewSource: Google Street View



Corridor Overview



Issues and Opportunities

1

2

3



Issues and Opportunities – Rodeo to Phillips 66

How best to tie into the 
existing Class II bike lanes

Lone Tree Point and
Future Bay Trail segments Need for a crossing near California St

If a shared use path is implemented

Extra design attention to the
Refinery Rd intersection

Address design
around driveways

Steep grade



Issues and Opportunities – Phillips 66 to Skyway 

Steep grade

Address design
around driveways

Extra design attention at the
A St intersection

Very steep sustained grades

Key intersection design at
Cumming Skyway

Safety barrier might be 
needed near the summit 
for safety

Steep grade

Potential for a truck climbing
lane approach Cummings Skyway



Issues and Opportunities – Skyway to Crockett

Steep grade

Barrier might be needed
near the summit

How best to tie into the 
existing Carquinez Br bike lanes
and other local facilities

Extra design attention at the
Merchant St intersection

Design in the vicinity of 
the Dead Fish parking

Integration with 
existing Vista Point
and parking lot



Traffic Study



Traffic Study Results

Corridor Volumes
• Very low volumes for a four lane road (two-lanes each 

direction)
• At the peak traffic volume, only 25% of the road capacity 

is being used
• Opportunity to remove one travel lane
• Maintain left turn lanes with adequate turning radius
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Eastbound

Capacity of two lanes in each direction (existing c ondition) =        1,600 veh/hr each direction

Unused
Capacity in 
Busiest Hour 
(existing 
condition)

Hourly Traffic on San Pablo Ave West of Cummings Sk yway

Segment Average Daily Traffic
(vehicles)

San Pablo Ave, 
West of Cummings Skyway

3,900

San Pablo Ave, 
East of Cummings Skyway

2,200

Corridor Average Daily Traffic

Capacity of one lane in each direction =                                           800 veh/hr each dir ection

Unused
Capacity in 
Busiest Hour 
(with lane reduction)



* LOS A corresponds to average vehicle delay < 10 seconds; LOS B: 10 – 20 seconds; 
LOS C, 20 – 35 seconds; LOS D, 35 – 55 seconds; LOS E, 55 – 80 seconds; LOS F, �  80 sec 

• Level of service is a qualitative 
measure (scored LOS A to LOS F) to 
measure of quality of traffic service; 
based on average delay experienced 
per vehicle at intersection

• County standard for rural 
intersections: “High” LOS D (i.e., a 
poorly performing D)

Intersection Impacts
• Level of service (LOS) analyzed at study area 

intersections under three scenarios:

• Existing (2015)
• Cumulative No Project (2040)
• Cumulative + Reduced Lanes (2040)

Traffic Study Results

Level of Service

A B C D E F



Traffic Study Results

Collision Analysis
• Injury and fatal collisions 2003-2015, shown below



Hit Object
56%

Head-On
11%

Broadside
8%

Overturned
7%

Rear-End
7%

Sideswipe
7%

Not Stated
4%

Collision Type

Traffic Study Results

Collision Analysis
• All collisions 2009-2015
• 27 collisions

Fatal
0%

Severe 
Injury
19%

Other Visible 
Injury
11%

Complaint of 
Pain
7%

Property 
Damage Only

63%

Severity

Improper 
Turning

34%

Driving Under 
Influence

27%

Unsafe Speed
19%

Unsafe Starting 
or Backing

4%

Wrong Side of 
Road
4%

Hazardous 
Parking

4%

Other Than 
Driver or Ped

4%

Unknown
4%

Primary Collision Factors



Road Diets and Safety

• Convert roadway lanes to two-way left-
turn lanes and/or bike lanes

• Most often applied to four-lane 
undivided highways

• Enhanced experience for bicyclists and 
pedestrians

• Reduced overall speeds
• Reduced accidents associated with left-

turns (rear-end and other)
• Reduced delay to traffic entering from 

side streets

Source: FHWA Road Diet Informational Guide

Typical Road Diet Project

Charlotte, NC (from Charlotte DOT)

Los Angeles, CA (from Streetsblog)



Initial Concepts



Alternatives – Initial Concepts

Existing
• Four 12’ travel lanes (48’ traveled way)
• Minimal shoulders
• No bike lanes or sidewalks
• No climbing lanes

12’ 12’ 12’12’



Alternatives – Initial Concepts

On-Street Bike Lanes
• Remove one travel lane
• Center lane for left turns, two-way left-turn lane, median, 

or truck climbing lane
• Two 12’ travel lanes
• Two 6’ bike lanes 
• potential for buffers (painted or barrier) if lanes narrowed

(travel to 11’, bike lanes to 5’)

12’ 12’ 12’6’ 6’



3’

Alternatives – Initial Concepts

Two-Way Shared Use Path
• Barrier or curb separating vehicles from other users
• North or south side options
• Center lane for left turns, two-way left-turn lane, 

median, or truck climbing lane
• Minimum path width of 10’
• Various options for configuration

11’ 12’5’ 5’ 12’



3’

Alternatives – Initial Concepts

Existing
• Four 12’ travel lanes (48’ traveled way)
• Minimal shoulders
• No bike lanes or sidewalks
• No climbing lanes

On-Street Bike Lanes
• Remove one travel lane
• Center lane for left turns, two-way left-turn 

lane, median, or truck climbing lane
• Two 12’ travel lanes
• Two 6’ bike lanes 
• potential for buffers (painted or barrier) if 

lanes narrowed
(travel to 11’, bike lanes to 5’)

Two-Way Shared Use Path
• Barrier or curb separating vehicles from 

other users
• North or south side options
• Center lane for left turns, two-way left-turn 

lane, median, or truck climbing lane
• Minimum path width of 10’
• Various options for configuration

12’ 12’ 12’ 12’

5’ 5’ 12’ 11’ 12’

Potential Cross Sections

12’ 12’ 12’6’ 6’



Key Intersections Phillips 66 Area Bike Lanes



Key Intersections Phillips 66 Area Shared-Use Path



Key Intersections Philips 66 Area Shared-Use Path



Key Intersections Cummings Skyway Bike Lanes



Key Intersections Cummings Skyway Shared-Use Path



Key Intersections Cummings Skyway Shared-Use Path



Next Steps and Questions



Next Steps

1. Integrate community input

2. Conceptual layouts

3. Alternatives analysis

4. Community workshop

5. Identify preferred alternative



Collaborative Map



Questions and Contacts

Angela Villar, Contra Costa County Public Works Dep artment
angela.villar@pw.cccounty.us
925-313-2016

John Honey, Contra Costa County Public Works Depart ment
john.honey@pw.cccounty.us
925-313-2371

Mike Iswalt, Arup
michael.iswalt@arup.com
415-946-0748



Thank You

Project Survey
http://tinyurl.com/san-pablo-survey

Collaborative Map
https://www.collaborativemap.com/SanPabloAve

Project Website
http://tinyurl.com/san-pablo-complete-streets


